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• Remembering to carry out a future task is referred 
to as prospective memory (PM) (Meacham & 
Singer, 1977). 
• Previous studies have shown that longer delays 
decrease time-based PM performance (Conte & 
McBride, 2018; McBride et al., 2011; 2013).
• The current study examines PM through the 
multiprocess view proposed by McDaniel and 
Einstein (2000).
• Multiprocess theory: monitoring and spontaneous 
retrieval are at play when performing a PM task.
• The current study was conducted in a naturalistic 
setting in order to examine the effects of longer 
delays outside of the lab.
• Experiment 1 examined the effects of 1-, 3-, and 6-
day delays with half of the participants repeating the 
task. 
• Experiment 2 examined the effects of only 1 and 3-
day delays with explicit or implicit reminders. 
• Participants: For Experiment 1, there were 188 
total participants with 3—35 participants assigned 
to each condition. Experiment 2 is in progress. 
• Design: Experiment 1 was a 2x3 between-
subjects design. Experiment 2 was a 2x2 
between-subjects design. Both were conducted to 
measure the accuracy of PM in a naturalistic 
setting.
• Procedure: In both experiments participants were 
asked to schedule a time to send a text message 
that says ‘checking in’ with the experimenter 
according to their assigned delay. After the PM 
response was complete, experimenters used a 
messaging app to send a post-study questionnaire 
to each participant. 
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• There was a significant main effect across PM 1 
responses (p= .037). The 1 vs. 3 and 1 vs. 6-day 
delay conditions are both significantly different on the 
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